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Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clainms 1 to 16, which constitute all the
clainms in the application.

Representative claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A prescription farmng control systemfor use in
controlling product delivery nechani sms nounted on an
appl i cator vehicle, the delivery mechani sns operable to
del i ver product to spreader nechani sns for spreadi ng products
over an agricultural field, each of the product delivery
mechani sms having a device controller which controls the rate
of operation of the corresponding delivery nechanismin
response to a control signal derived in accordance with a
prescription for the field, the control system conprising:

means for storing in a digital nmenory information
defining a digital map representative of the prescription for
the field, the map being defined by a nunmber of |ayers, each
| ayer corresponding to one of the product delivery nechanisns,
and each | ayer including a nunber of zones, each zone
corresponding to a rate of application of the correspondi ng
product in accordance with the prescription for the field at a
plurality of global positions within the zone;

means for storing a data table containing control signa
val ues for each of said nunber of zones in each of said nunber
of |l ayers, said control signal values being indicative of the
rate of application of the product associated with a
correspondi ng | ayer at positions of the vehicle within a
correspondi ng zone;

navi gati on neans for determning the current position of
the applicator vehicle on the agricultural field in globa
coordi nates as the vehicle noves over the field; and

nmeans for transmtting, to each device controller,

sel ected ones of said control signal values corresponding to
said zone of each layer for which the determ ned current
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position of the vehicle corresponds to one of said plurality
of gl obal positions within the zone.

The followng reference is relied on by the exam ner:
Hanson et al. (Hanson) 5,050, 771 Sep. 24,
1991

Clainms 1, 4, 5, 9, 11 to 13, 15 and 16 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Hanson.
Clainms 2, 3, 6 to 8, 10 and 14 to 16 stand rejected under 35
U S.C 8§ 103 as being obvious over Hanson al one.

Rat her than repeat the positions of appellants and the
exam ner, reference is made to the briefs and the answer for
the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

We reverse the rejection of all clains on appeal under 35
U S C § 102 and § 103.

Turning first to the rejection of independent clains 1
and 13 under 35 U S.C. § 102, each of these clains recites a
navi gati on neans for determning the current position of the
applicator vehicle on the agricultural field in gl oba
coordi nates as the vehicle noves over the field. The clains

further recite a neans for storing in a digital nenory data
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defining a digital map further defining a nunber of |ayers,
each of which has various zones corresponding to a rate of
application of a product at a plurality of global positions
within the zone. Finally, at the end of each claimthere is
recited the determ nation of the current position of the
vehi cl e corresponding to one of these previously recited
plurality of global positions within each zone.

The exam ner’s reliance upon col. 2, lines 55 to 59 of
Hanson to provide a basis for all of these navigation features
Is msplaced since we find that the reference does not
di scl ose or otherwi se anticipate all of these features as
referenced in each of independent clains 1 and 13 on appeal .
W recogni ze as do appellants that every point of a given
field has inherently sone associ ated gl obal coordi nates such
as latitude and | ongitude associated with it. However, there
I's no evidence before us that Hanson necessarily, in the sense
of inherency as apparently argued by the exam ner, teaches the
associ ated gl obal coordi nates and gl obal positions in his
systemas recited in these clainms on appeal. Hanson’s system
uses a dead reckoni ng-type navigation system The exam ner’s
reasoni ng al so appears to bridge over into reasoning
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appropriate within 35 U S.C. §8 103 but not 35 U.S. C. § 102.
In view of these findings, we reverse the rejection of clains
1 and 13 under 35 U. S.C. 8 102 and their respective dependent
clainms as set forth by the exam ner in the above noted
rejection.

Lastly, independent claim1l4 is rejected under 35 U. S. C
8§ 103 over Hanson alone. Even if we accept the basic position
of the exam ner, based upon the teaching at col. 2, lines 55
to 59 of Hanson, that a gl obal coordinate type of navigation
system was known in the art and woul d have been obvious to the
artisan to have utilized in the system of Hanson, we nust
reverse the rejection of independent claim 14 because we
remai n unconvi nced that the teachings and showings within this
reference woul d have nade obvious to the artisan all the
details with respect to the graphics processor in this claim
At pages 4 and 5 of the answer, the exam ner nerely asserts
that the display 60 in Fig. 5 and the teaching at the bottom
of col. 8 would have rendered obvious to the artisan the
gr aphi cs processor clause and the function of the |ayer of
maps therewthin. Additionally, at page 5 of the answer, the

exam ner admts that Hanson does not teach | ayers
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corresponding to delivery mechani sns. The exam ner’s
responsi ve argunents to appellants’ position in the brief at
pages 7 and 8 of the answer al so do not convince us of the
obvi ousness of the subject matter of the graphics processor

cl ause of claim 14. The exam ner does not argue and there is
no apparent teaching or showi ng in Hanson, for exanple, of a
graphics nenory partitioned with an active invisible page and
an inactive visible page utilized in the manner recited in
this graphic processor clause of claim1l4. Therefore, we
remai n unconvi nced of the obviousness of the subject matter of
i ndependent claim 14 on appeal as a whole w thout nore prior

art evidence than that provided.
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In view of the foregoing, since we reverse the rejection
of all clainms on appeal, the decision of the examner is
reversed.

REVERSED

Rl CHARD TORCZON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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